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This fact sheet reports findings of an investigation 
of the reported difficulties experienced by federal agencies in 
retaining career members of the Senior Executive Service (SES). These 
responses to a mailed questionnaire are highlighted: (1) the most 
important reasons for leaving are agency-specific (dissatisfaction 
with top management, dissatisfaction with political appointees) and 
government-wide (frustration with proposed and actual changes to 
compensation, too few bonuses); (2) the least important reasons fall 
into the same categories as well as a third — job-specific; (3) 
important reasons for leaving tended to be agency-specific; (4) 
patterns emerged in the reasons given for leaving when they were 
grouped according to how SES members left; (5) a majority of SES 
members said they took another paid position; and (6) although a 
majority said they would not advise a person to enter public service, 
SES members frequently said they enjoyed their careers overall. These 
appendixes follow the two-page reports questionnaire objectives, 
scope, and methodology; narrative material and data in table form 
summarizing questionnaire results regarding reasons why senior 
executives left; and the annotated questionnaire. (YLB) 
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August 12, 1987 

The Honorable Vic Fazio 
House of Representatives 

Dear Mr. Fazio: 

You requested that we examine the reported difficulties 
experienced by federal agencies in retaining career members 
of the Senior Executive Service (SES). In subsequent 
meetings with your office we agreed to determine the 
characteristics of members who left SES in fiscal year 
1985, why they left, and, if they took another paid 
position, what employment areas they entered. 

To obtain the requested information, we sent a 
ques^cionnaire to all SES members who left their positions 
in fiscal year 1985. The questionnaire responses are 
highlighted below and discussed in greater detail in the 
appendixes. 

— In fiscal year 1985, 615 career SES members, 

representing 9*9 percent of the average SES career 
membership during the year, left SES. Of these, 469 
former SES members completed our questionnaire. 
According to their responses, 68.4 percent retired, 19.6 
percent resigned, 7*5 percent stayed in the goveinment 
but accepted a tS~15 position, and 4.5 percent left 
under other circumstances. 

SES members noted a wide variety cf reasons for leaving 
their positions in fiscal year 1985. The reasons they 
said were mosc important can be put into two broad 
categories: agency-specif ic reasons, such as 
dissatisfaction with top management and dissatisfaction 
with political appointees; and gover nmentwide reasons, 
including frustration with proposed and actual changes 
to compensation and too few bonuses available. The 
least important reasons for leaving also fall into these 
two categories, as well as a third category — job-- 
specific reasons, such as job required too much or too 
little travel. 
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— Analysis of the most important reasons given for leaving 
SES, grouped by agency, show that certain reasons for 
leaving are viewed as more important by former members 
of some agencies than by former members of other 
agencies. For example, SES members whose last 
assignment was in one of two departments--Treasury and 
Health and Human Services--were more likely than SES 
members at other agencies to name dissatisfaction with 
the distribution of both bonuses and rank awards as 
being of great or very great importance in their 
decisions to leave . 

— Patterns emerge in the reasons given for leaving when 
they are grouped according to how SES members left. For 
instance, SES members who resigned were more than twice 
as likely to stress salary and career development 
concerns than those who retreated to GS-15 positions or 
those who ret i red . 

— SES members who left in fiscal year 1985 were generally 
s imilar to those who were employed as of Decembe r 31, 
1985, in terms of reported characteristics such as 
educational level, years of federal executive service, 
and occupation. 

— A majority of SES members said they took another paid 
position after leaving SES, as we reported in an earlier 
fact sheet (GAO/GGD 87-36FS, Jan. 1987). 

— While a majority of SES nembers said they would not 
advise a person starting a career today to enter public 
service, SES members frequently commented that overall 
they enjoyed their careers. 

As arranged with your office, unless you publicly announce 
its contents earlier, we plan no further distribution of 
this fact sheet until 30 days from the issue date. At that 
time, we will send copies to the Office of Personnel 
Management and other interested parties upon request. If 
further information is needed, please call me on 275-6204. 

Sincerely yours, 




Senior Associate Director 
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APPENDIX I APPENDIX I 

QUEST I ONNAIRE OBJECTIVES r SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY 



We developed and sent out a questionnaire to all 615 SES 
members who left SES in fiscal year 1985 (the most recent year in 
which information on SES was available when we conducted our 
survey) to record information about why they left SES and to 
determine where they went (see table III.4). We also sent 
questionnaires to a random sample of 380 SES members employed by 
the federal government as of December 31, 198 5. 0PM provided us 
with both address lists. Selected information from this 
questionnaire can be found for comparison purposes in tables 
III.l, III. 2, III. 5, III. 6, and III. 7. More detailed evaluation 
of this questionnaire will be provided in a separate report. 

In addition to being asked to provide some information about 
themselves, respondents were given a list of 55 possible reasons 
for leaving SES and were asked to check how important or 
unimportant each one was in their decision to leave SES. 

Instrument development, data 
collection, and evaluation 

In designing the questionnaire instrument, we reviewed other 
questionnaires that had been previously used to collect data from 
SES members. This review included data collection efforts by the 
Office of Personnel Management, the Merit Systems Protection 
Board, the Federal Executive Institute Alumni Association, and 
other government agencies. We considered questions asked in 
these questionnaires, and added some of our own* In particular, 
we tried to capture all possible reasons that one might have for 
leaving the SES. To ensure that our questionnaire was easily 
understandable, we pretested it with former SES members before 
sending it out in April 1986. In June 1986 we sent out follow-up 
questionnaires to those who had not yet responded. 

We edited the completed questionnaires for consistency, 
coded responses and entere^a them into the computer, and verified 
the accuracy of the computer data sets. 

Questionnaire response rate 

We obtained a 76 percent response rate (percent usable of 
total mailed) and a 82 percent completion rate (usable returns as 
percent of total mailed less undel iverable and ineligible). The 
final respondent group consisted of 469 SES members. Table I.l 
summarizes the questionnaire returns. 
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Table 1,1: 
SES Questionnaire Return Rates 

Questionnaire returns Number Percent^ 

Usable returns 469 76.3 

Undeliverable 19 3.1 

Ineligible: 

Deceased 17 2.8 

Still in SES 4 0.7 

Refusal or incapacitated 2 0.3 

Questionnaires delivered 

but not returned 104 16.9 

•tal 615 100.1 



^Percentage does not add to 100 due to rounding. 



Not all respondents to our questionnaire answered all the 
questions. Less responded to the questions at the end of the 
questionnaire than to those questions at the beginning. This may 
have been due to fatigue or the detailed nature of the questions 
in the last section. See appendix IV for the number who did not 
respond to each question. 
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REASONS WHY SENIOR EXECUTIVES LEFT SES 

In fiscal year 1985, an estimated 9.9 percent of career 
executives left SES. To determine why they left, we sent them a 
questionnaire listing 55 specific reasons for leaving SES. We 
asked them to rate, on a scale ranging from little or no 
importance to very great importance, the influence each reason 
had in their decisions. SES members left for a number of 
reasons, although 40 percent of the respondents cited five or 
fewer reasons as having great or very great importance. We did 
not ask them to identify the most important reason and cannot say 
that any one was decisive in the decision to leave the SES. The 
10 most important reasons for leaving, as indicated by the 
percent of gveat and very great responses, are shown in table 
II. 1. 
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Table 11,1; 
10 Most Important Reasons for Leaving SES 
^ in Fiscal Year 1985 



Reason 



Great and 
very great 
importance 
n umber 

181 

157 



Dissatisfaction with top management 

Dissatisfaction with political 
appointees 

Unfair distribution of bonuses 169 
(e.g. , f a>/oritism) 

Frustration with proposed and actual 164 
changes to compensation (i.e., pay, 
retirement , e tc. ) 

Frustration with criticism of federal 153 
workers by press, politicians, 
or public 

Unfair distribution of rank awards 143 
(e.g. , favoritism) 

Dissatisfaction with agency management 136 
practices (i.e., amount of freedom 
given to manage job as saw fit) 

Too few bonuses available 139 

Desire to avoid proposed revisions 105 
which could decrease retirement 
benefits 

Too much political interference 124 



Number 

of 
respon- 
dents 

383 

364 

408 

411 

415 

396 
387 

409 
.11 

370 



Percent^ 
47. 3 
43.1 

41.4 

39.9 

36.9 

36.1 
35.1 

34. G 
33.8 

33.5 



^Percentages calculated by dividing the mamber of great and very 
great importance responses by the total number of responses. 
Total number of responses excludes the not applicable responses 
and nonresponses . 

Comments on several of these issues were provided by some 
respondents. While these comments provide additional 
perspectives on these issues, they can only be taken as 
representative of the views of those who elected to write them, 
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and cannot be generalized as those of questionnaire respondents 
as a whole. Concerns were expressed by 57 people regarding the 
public or Administrations' negative attitude toward federal 
workers. One respondent commented that "The public degradation 
of civil service ... is destroying the desire of people like 
myself to stay in the government." Other comments conveying 
dissatisfaction with Ihe SES bonus system were made by 28 SES 
members. One comment exemplifying this dissatisfaction noted 
that "The SES bonus system is viewed as a means to supplement 
salary rather than reflect performance." Concerns about the 
qualifications of political appointees were voiced by 20 
individuals. One respondent maintained that incompetent 
political appointees "kept careerists off balance, uninformed." 
Other comments we received, from 25 people, dealt with political 
interference. One respondent commented that the "SES system 
allows (encourages) political influence to be exercised in fields 
which must be immune to Dias if the goal of the service is to be 
met. " 

In spite of comments from 55 SES members concerning salary 
and benefits, the separate issues of salary and fringe benefits 
were not ranked among the 10 most important reasons for leaving. 
Questionnaire results show that for 26.8 percent and 13.7 perceit 
of the respondents, inadequate salary and inadequate fringe 
benefits, respectively, were of great or very great importance m 
their decisions to leave. 

The most important reasons for leaving as indicated by the 
individual SES members can be divided into two categories-- 
governmentwide and agency-specific. The least important reasons 
come under a third category — job-specific. For instance, job- 
specific factors, such as job was too challenging, were noted as 
having little significance in SES members* decisions to leave. 
Table II. 2 lists the least important reasons for leaving on the 
basis of the percent of respondents who indicated these reasons 
were of some, little, or no importance in cneir decisions to 
leave . 
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Table II. 2: 
10 Least Important Reasons for Leaving SES 
in Fiscal Year 1985 



Reason 



Some and 
little or no 
importance 
number 



Number 

of 
respon- 
dents 



Percent^ 



Job required too little travel 
Job was too challenging 



312 
31? 



Desire to avoid reassignment within 254 
the same geographical area 

Job required too much travel 332 

Desire to obtain social security 331 
coverage 

Job required too much work 334 

Dissatisfaction with coworkers 297 

Dissatisfaction with subordinates 299 

I^ck of 30b security 329 

Desired geographic reassignment 249 
not Jivailable 



322 
330 
265 

352 
355 

369 
329 
332 
369 
282 



96. 9 
96.7 
95.9 

94.3 
93.2 

90.5 
90. 3 
QO.l 
89.2 
88. 3 



^Percentages calculated by dividing the number of some and little 
or no importance responses by the total number of responses. 
Total number of responses excludes the not applicable responses 
and nonresponses . 
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Agency and type of separation are 
related to reasons for leaving 



cited certain reasons for 

having great or very great 
eave more frequently than other 

type of separation, are 
leaving. In our analysis we 

had 10 or more questionnaire 



Certain groups of SES -members 
leaving SES in fiscal year .xi85 as 
importance in their decisions to 1 
groups. Two variables, agency and 
associated with these reasons for 
included only those agencies which 
respondents . 



SES members whose last assignments were in the Departments 
of Transportation, Commerce, or Agriculture mor^ frequently named 
dissatisfaction with political appointees and top management, and 
too much political interference as being particularly important 
in their decisions to leave 5ES. As shown in tables II. 3, II. 4, 
and II. 5, these three departments were above the average for all 
respondents in the great and very great dimension of all three 
categories. Conversely, respondents from several agencies, 
including the Veterans Administration, and the Departments of 
Justice and Treasury, indicated that these factors did not have 
substantial importance in their decisiono to leave. 

Concerning the distribution of bonuses and rank awards ^ SES 
members whose last assignments were in the Departments of 
Treasury and Health and Human Services more frequently named 
unfair distribution of both bonuses and rank awards as being 
particularly important in their decisions to leave SES. As shown 
in tables II. 6 and II. 7, these two departments were above the 
average for all respondents in the great and very great dimension 
for Doth categories. 

Availability of bonuses and frustration with proposed and 
actual changes to compensation (i.e., pay, retirement, etc.) also 
seem to be related to respondents from particular agencies. For 
three agencies, the National Aeronautics and Space Administration 
and the Departments of Treasury and Justice, the percentages of 
respondents who indicated that both these reasons were of great 
or very great importance in their decisions to leave, as shown in 
tables II. 8 and II. 9, were above the percentages for all 
respondents . 
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Table I 1*3: 



SES Members* 01 ssartlsf action Wtth 



Political Appointees by Agency a / 



Great/very great Moderate Scme/llttle or 





Importance 


Importance 


no Importance 


Total 


Agency 


Frequency 


Percent 


Freqtiency 


Percent 


Frequency 


Percent 


Frequency 


Tot a I (al 1 respondents) 


157 


43.1 


37 


10.2 


170 


46.7 


364 


Transportation 


17 




2 


9.1 


3 


13.6 


22 


Commerce 


12 


70.6 


2 


11 .8 


3 


17.6 


17 


Agriculture 


10 


58.8 


2 


n.8 


5 


29.4 


17 


Nuclear Reg. Comm. 


3 


50.0 


0 


0.0 


3 


50.0 


6 


Interior 


9 


47.4 


1 


5.j» 


9 


47.4 


19 


H.H. S. 


12 


46.2 


1 


3.8 


13 


50.0 


26 


Energy 


8 


34.8 


5 


21.7 


10 


43.5 


23 


Secretary of Defense 


9 


34.6 


0 


0.0 


17 


65.4 


26 


Army 


4 


28.6 


0 


0.0 


10 


71.4 


14 


Navy 


7 


28.0 


4 


16.0 


14 


56.0 


25 


Just ice 


2 


20.0 


2 


20.0 


6 


60,0 


10 


Treasury 


5 


15.6 


2 


6.3 


25 


78.1 


32 


N.A.S.A. 


4 


13.8 


6 


20.7 


19 


65.5 


29 


Veterans Admin. 


\ 


10.0 


1 


10.0 


8 


80.0 


10 



a_y Frequencies and percentages exclude nonresponses and not applicable responses. 
Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding. 
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Table 11.4: 

M 

3ES Members' Dissatisfaction ^ 



With Top Management by Agency a / 



Great /very great 
Importance 



Agency 

Total (all respondents) 

Commerce 

Transportation 

Nuclear Reg. Comm» 

Agriculture 

Army 

N.A.S.A. 

I nterior 

H . H. S. 

Navy 

Energy 

Secretary of Defense 

Treasury 

Justice 

Veterans Admin. 



Moderate 
Importance 



Some/ I Itt le or 
no Importance 



Total 



rquency 


Percent 


Frequency 


Percent 


Frequency 


Percent 


Frequency 


181 


47.3 


49 


12.8 


153 


39.9 


383 


15 


78.9 


0 


0.0 


4 


21.1 


19 


16 


69.6 


2 


8.7 


5 


21.7 


23 


5 


62.5 


2 


25.0 


1 


12.5 


8 


9 


52.9 


\ 


5.9 


7 


41.2 


17 


9 


47.4 


2 


10.5 


8 


42.1 


19 


15 


45.5 


9 


27.3 


9 


27.3 


33 


8 


44.4 


2 


n .1 


8 


44.4 


18 


12 


4K4 


\ 


3.4 


16 


55.2 


29 


10 


38.5 


J 


19.2 


11 


42.3 


26 


8 


33.3 


8 


33.3 


8 


33.3 


24 


7 


29.2 


2 


8.3 


15 


62.5 


24 


10 


28.6 


4 


11.4 


21 


60.0 


35 


2 


20.0 


0 


0.0 


8 


80.0 


.0 


2 


18.2 


3 


27.3 


6 


54.5 


11 



a / Frequencies and per :»nt ages exclude nonre^ponses and not applicable responses. 
*~ Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding. 
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Table II ,5: 
SES Msmbers' Concern With Too Much 
Political Interference by Agency a / 



2: 



M 
W 



Great/ very great Moderate Some/Mttle or 





Importance 


Importance 


no importance 


Total 


Agency 


Frequency 


Percent 


Frequency 


Percent 


Frequency 


Percent 


Frequency 


Total (all respondents) 


124 


33.5 


33 


8.9 


213 


57.6 


370 


Interior 


11 


61 .1 


0 


0.0 


7 


38.9 


18 


Commerce 


9 


60.0 


2 


13.3 


4 


26.7 


15 


Agriculture 


10 


58.8 


0 


0.0 


7 


41.2 


17 


Transport at Ion 


13 


56.5 


2 


8.7 


8 


34.8 


23 


H.H.S. 


12 


42.9 


1 


3.6 


15 


53.6 


28 


Nuclear Reg. Comm. 


2 


33.3 


1 


16.7 


3 


50.0 


6 


Secretary of Defense 


7 


29.2 


0 


0.0 


17 


70.8 


24 


Energy 


6 


26.1 


4 


1 7.4 


13 


56.5 


23 


Navy 


5 


20.0 


2 


8.0 


18 


72.0 


25 


Treasury 


5 


16.1 


1 


3.2 


25 


80.6 


31 




4 


12.1 


6 


18.2 


23 


69.7 


33 


Just Ice 


1 


10.0 


0 


0.0 


9 


90.0 


10 


Army 


1 


5.6 


1 


5.6 


16 


88.9 


18 


Veterans AtJmln. 


0 


0*0 


2 


16.7 


10 


83.3 


12 



^'"®^^"cles and percentages exclude nonresponses and not applicable responses. 
Per cerrt ages may not add to 100 due to rounding. 
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Table 11.6: 
SES Members* Concern With Unfair 
Distribution of Bonuses by Agency a / 



> 
W 

z 
o 

M 



Great/very great 
Importance 



Agency 

Total (all respondents) 

Treasury 
He H. S . 

Nuclear Reg. Comm. 

Inter lor 

Agriculture 

Transport art Ion 

Just Ice 

N.A.S.A. 

Commer ce 

Veterans Admin. 

Secretary of Defense 

Energy 

Navy 

Army 



Moderate 
Importance 



Some/ little or 
no Importance 



Total 



rquency 


Percent 


Frequency 


Percent 


Frequency 


Percent 


Frequency 
















169 


41 .4 


62 


15.2 


177 


43.4 


408 


20 


55.6 


3 


8.3 


13 


36.1 


36 


14 


48.3 


4 


13.8 


11 


37.9 


29 


4 


44.4 


2 


22.2 


3 


33.3 


9 


8 


44.4 


2 


11.1 


8 


44.4 


18 


7 


43.8 


5 


31.3 


4 


25.0 


16 


9 


42.9 


1 


4.8 


11 


52.4 


21 


5 


41.7 


2 


16.7 


5 


41 .7 


12 


17 


39.5 


♦ 8 


!8.6 


18 


41.9 


43 


7 


38.9 


4 


22.2 


7 


38.9 


18 


5 


38.5 


4 


30.8 


4 


30.8 


13 


9 


34.6 


0 


0.0 


17 


65.4 


26 


8 


32.0 


6 


24.0 


11 


A4.0 


25 


9 


30.0 


7 


23.3 


14 


46.7 


30 


6 


26.1 


4 


1 7.4 


13 


56.5 


23 



a / Frequencies and percentages exclude nonresponses and not applicable responses. 
Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding. 
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Table IU7: 

w 

SES Members' Concern With Unfair ^ 



Distribution of Rank Awards by Agency a / 



Great/ very great Modercte Some/ little or 

Importance Importance no importance Total 



Agency 


Frequency 


Percent 


Frequency 


Percent 


Frequency 


Percent 


Frequen 


Total (all respondents) 


143 


36.1 


50 


12.6 


203 


51.3 


396 


Veterans Admin. 


7 


53.8 


2 


15.4 


4 


30.8 


13 


Treasury 


17 


48.6 


2 


5.7 


16 


45.7 


35 


H .H* S* 


13 


46.4 


3 


10.7 


12 


42.9 


28 


Agriculture 


7 


43.8 


4 


25.0 


5 


31.3 


16 


Commerce 


7 


38.9 


3 


16.7 


8 


44.4 


18 


Inter tor 


6 


35.3 


0 


0.0 


11 


64,7 


17 


T ran sport at Ion 


7 


33.3 


1 


4.8 


13 


61 .9 


21 


Navy 


10 


33.3 


6 


20.0 


14 


46.7 


30 


Secretary of Defense 


8 


30.8 


0 


0*0 


18 


69.2 


26 


Energy 


7 


28.0 


4 


16.0 


14 


56.0 


25 


N^A.S.A* 


11 


27.5 


7 


17.5 


22 


55.0 


40 


Just Ice 


3 


27.3 


2 


18.2 


6 


54.5 


11 


Nuclear Reg. Comm. 


2 


20.0 


3 


30.0 


5 


50.0 


1C 


Army 


4 


19.0 


2 


9.5 


15 


71.4 


21 



a / Frequencies and percentages exclude nonresponses and not applicable responses* 
Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding. 
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Table 11.8: ^ 

M 

SES Members' Concern With Too ^ 



Few Bonuses Available by Agency a / 



Great/ very great Moderate Some/ little or 

Importance Importance no Importance Total 



Agency 


Frequency 


Percent 


Frequency 


Percent 


Frequency 


Percent 


Frequen 


Total (all respondents) 


139 


34.0 


67 


16.4 


203 


49.6 


409 


Justice 


5 


41.7 


1 


8.3 


6 


50.0 


12 


Treasury 


15 


40.5 


4 


10.8 


18 


48.6 


37 


N*A*S.A* 


17 


40.5 


7 


16.7 


18 


42.9 


42 


H« H • S« 


11 


37.9 


4 


13.8 


14 


48.3 


29 


Nuclear Reg. Comm. 


3 


33.3 


0 


0.0 


6 


66.7 


9 


Commerce 


6 


33.3 


4 


22.2 


8 


44.4 


18 


Interior 


6 


33.3 


3 


16.7 


9 


50.0 


18 


Navy 


11 


33.3 


6 


18.2 


16 


48.5 


33 


Energy 


8 


32.0 


5 


20.0 


12 


48.0 


25 


Army 


7 


31.8 


2 


9.1 


13 


59.1 


22 


Veterans Admin. 


4 


30.8 


4 


30.8 


5 


38.5 


13 


Secretary of Defense 


7 


25.9 


7 


25*9 


13 


48.1 


27 


Agr [culture 


3 


20.0 


3 


20.0 


9 


60.0 


15 


Transportation 


3 


13.6 


8 


36.4 


11 


50.0 


22 



a / Frequencies and percentages exclude nonresponses and not applicable responses. 
Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding. 
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Table It .9: 



SES Members' Frustration With Proposed and 



Actual Changes to Compensation by Agency a / 



Great/ very great Moderate Some/ 1 Itt I e or 





Importance 


Importance 


no Importance 


Total 


Agency 


Frequency 


Percent 


Frequency 


Percent 


Frequency 


Percent 


Frequency 


Total (all respondents) 


164 


39.9 


56 


13.6 


191 


46.5 


411 


N«A«S« A« 


26 


60.5 


11 


25.6 


6 


14.0 


43 


Transport at Ion 


10 


52.6 


2 


10.5 


7 


36.8 


19 


Nuclear Reg. Comm. 


4 


50.0 


0 


0.0 


4 


50.0 


8 


Navy 


15 


46.9 


8 


25.0 


9 


28.1 


32 


Justice 


5 


45.5 


2 


18.2 


4 


36.4 


11 


Treasury 


16 


44.4 


3 


8.3 


17 


47.2 


36 


Energy 


12 


41.4 


3 


10.3 


14 


48.3 


29 


Secretary of Defense 


9 


34v6 


3 


11.5 


14 


53.8 


26 


H.H. S» 


9 


33.3 


2 


7.4 


16 


59.3 


27 


Commerce 


6 


31.6 


2 


10.5 


11 


57.9 


19 


Veterans Admin. 


4 


30.8 


1 


7.7 


8 


61 .5 


13 


Agriculture 


4 


25.0 


3 


18.8 


9 


56.3 


16 


Army 


5 


23.8 


2 


9.5 


14 


66.7 


21 


Inter lor 


2 


11.1 


3 


16.7 


13 


72.2 


18 



«_/ Frequencies and percentages exclude nonresponses and not applicable responses. 
Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding. 
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Type of separation 

Other patterns emerge in the reasons for leaving when 
examined by how SES members left. In particular, people who 
resigned (91 or 19.6 percent of all respondents) tended to cite 
different reasons as having great or very great importance In 
their decisions to leave than people who retired (318 or 68.4 
percent of all respondents) or retreated to GS-15 positions (35 
or 7.5 percent of all respondents). Selected reasons for leaving 
that were particularly significant to those who rej=-.igned as 
Opposed to those who retired or retreated are shown in table 
11.10 along with the responses of those who retired or retreated 
to GS-15 positions. 



In fact, those who resigned more than twice as frequently 
checked three of the four reasons on this list as being of great 
or very great importance than those who either retired or 
retreated. For example, salary not adequate was indicated as an 
important reason for leaving by 44.1 percent of those who 
resigned, only 15.4 percent of those who retreated, and 21.5 
percent of those who retired. 



Table II. 10; 
Selected Reasons for Leaving of 
Importance to SES Members Who Resigned 



Number and percent of great 
£nd very great responses a / 



Opportunities for career 
advancement ( i .e . , b igher 
level of responsibility) 
were inadequate 

Realized goals in the 
position and desired 
a change 

Opportunities for career 
development (i.e., 
growing through job) 
were inadequate 

Salary not adequate 



Resigned 

54.2% 
(45 of 83) 



49.4% 
(41 of 83) 



46.3% 
(38 of 82) 



44.1% 
(37 of 84) 



Retreated 

13.6% 

(3 of 22) 



39. 1% 
(9 of 23) 



15.0% 
(3 of 20) 



> 5 . 4% 
(2 of 13) 



Retired 

26.3% 
(68 of 257) 



19.5% 
(48 of 246) 



21.5% 
(55 of 256) 



21.5% 
(59 of 275) 



a / Numbers and percentages exclude nonresponses 
" and not applicable responses. 
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Reasons cited as being of great impo*:tance or very great 
importance for those who retreatod are shown in table II. 11. The 
table also shows that those who retired and resigned much less 
frequently cited these reasons for leaving. 



Table II. 11: 



Selected Reasons for Leaving 



of Importance to SES ^5embers 



Who Retreated 


to a GS-15 


Position 






Number and pe.:cent of great 
and very great responses a / 




Retreated 


Rfis igned 


Retired 


Desired assignment not 
available 


50.0% 
(7 of 14) 


11.3% 
(3 of 71) 


16.9% 
(35 of 20?) 


Job. required too, much 
time for administrative 
dut ies 


50.0% 
(11 of 22) 


, 13.8% , 
(11 of 80) 


15.0% 
(38 of 253) 


Personal gpals and 
values differed from 
organization' s 


48 . 0% 
(12 of 25) 


28.6% 
(22 of 77) 


25 . 0% , 
(64 of 256) 


Desire to geographically 
relocate 


47.4% 
(9 of 19) 


10.0% 
(7 of 70) 


4.9% , 
(10 of 204) 


Personal concerns not 
related to work (e.g., 
health, spouse's career, 
etc . ) 


45.0% 
(9 of 20) 


. ^.6%, 
(7 of 73) 


, 13.1% , 
(31 of 236) 


Frustration with bureacracy 
(administrat ive/ 
bureacratic requirements) 


44.0% 
(11 of 25) 


22. 1% 

(19 of 86) 


. 31.7% ^ 
(90 of 284) 


Job created too much stress 


/ 43.5% ^ 
(10 of 23) 


12.4% 
(10 of 81) 


14.5% , 
(39 of 269) 



d^/ Numbers and percentages ex'^Iude nonresponses 
and not applicable responses. 
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CHARACTERISTICS OF SES MEMBERS WHO LEFT 
IN FISCAL YEAR 1985 



Characteristics of SES members who left were generally 
similar to those of SES members who were employed by the federal 
government as of December 31, 1985, in such areas as occupations 
years of executive experience, and education levels. 

The distribution of individuals among the occupational 
categories is similar in both groups. Engineers and architects, 
for instance, comprised an estimated 10.8 percent of SES in 
December 1985 and represented 10.5 percent of those who left* 
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Table III. 1: 
Comparison of the Occupational Makeup 
of 1985 SES Members With SES Members 
Who Left Their Positions in 1985 a / 



Occupational category 

Account ing , 

Budgeting, or Finance 

Administrat ive/ 
Managerial 

Bud iness 

Engineering , 

or Architecture 

Invest igat ions 

Legal 

Math or Statistics 

Medical Sciences 

Personnel Management or 
Industrial Re la t ions 

Physical Scieaces 

Social Science, 

Economics, Psychology 
or Social Welfare 

Other 



Percent of 
1985 SES members b / 



4. 1 

53.2 
1.0 

10.8 
0.7 
8.5 
1.4 
1.4 

1.7 
4.7 

4. 1 



Percent of 
SES members who 
left in 1985 



3.6 

53.0 
1.7 

10.5 
2.8 
8.2 
0.4 
1.7 

1.7 
5.8 

2.4 
8.2 



aj Percentages do not add to 100 due to roundinp. 

Percentages are based on an estimated 4,241 respondents employed 
as of the end of 1985 and 466 respondents who left SES in 1985. 

hj All percentages in this column are estimates and vary 
by no more than 6.2 percentage points higher or lower 
than the given estimate. 
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The largest block of former SES member respondents fell in 
the 55 to 60 age group, and most respondents chose to retire 
within 3 years after being eligible. 



Table III. 2: 



Comparison of the Ages of 



1985 SES Members With SES Members 



Who Left Their Positions in 1985 a / 



Age in years 
Less than 35 

35 to less than 40 

40 to less than 45 

45 to less than 50 

50 to less than 55 

55 to less than 60 

60 to less than 62 

62 to less than 65 
65 or over 



Percent of 
1985 SES 
members b / 



Percent of 
SES members who 
left in 1985 



0.3 


0.2 


4.5 


3.9 


15.6 


9.7 


22.5 


12.0 


25.2 


17. 0 


21.4 


32.2 


3.1 


8.4 


4.5 


10.1 


2.8 


6.7 



a_/ Percentages do not add to 100 due to rounding. 

Percentages are based on an estimated 4,155 respondents employed 
as of the end of 1985 and 466 respondents who left SES in 1985. 

b^/ All percentages in this column are estimates and vary 
by no more than 5.0 percentage points higher or lower 
than the given estimate. 
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Table III. 3: 



Length of Time SES Members 



Remained in Their Position After 



Becoming Eligible for Retirement 



Length of time Number Percent a / 



Immediately after eligible 26 10,6 

Less than 6 months 28 11,4 

6 months to less than 1 year 16 6,5 

1 to less than 3 years 87 35,5 

3 to less than 6 years 60 24.5 

6 years or more 28 11.4 

Subtotal 245 99.9 
Not eligible for 

optional retirement 218 

Total respondents 453 b_/ 

a / Percentages do not add to 100 due to rounding. 
b_/ Six did not respond. 
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About two-thirds of SES members took another paid position 
after leaving the SES. More of them took a position in business 
or industry than in any other employment area. 



Table III. 4: 
New Positions Taken by 
SES Members Who Left Their 
Previous SES Positions in 1985 a / 



Positions taken 

Business or Industry 

Consulting 

Federal Government 

Other 

Nonprofit 

Academia 



Number 

105 
82 
54 
36 
22 
18 



Percent 
of total 



22.5 
17.6 
II. 6 
7.7 
4.7 
3.9 



Subtotal 



317 



68.0 



No position taken 
Total respondents 



149 32_^0 
466 b / 100.0 



atS3S3»3I 



a_/ Numbers and percentages exclude nonrasponses . 
b / Three did not respond. 



Base salaries increased for 48.7 percent of those who 
accepted new jobs, decreased for 24.7 percent, and remained about 
the same for 26.6 percent. 1 



iFor more information, see Answers to Selected Salary-Related 
Questions (GAO/GGD-87-36FS , Jan. 9, 1987). 
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As table III. 5 shows, the educational levels of those who 
left SES were approximately the same as the levels of those who 
were employed as of December 31, 1985. Of those who left, 57 
percent had received at least a Master's degree and nearly a 
third had received a Ph.D, M.D. , or law degree. 



Table III. 5: 
Educational Level of 1985 SES Members and 
SES Members Who Left Their Positions in 1985 a / 



Highest educational level 
or degree attained 



Percent of 
1985 SES members b / 



Percent of 
SES members who 
left in 1985 



High school graduate or equivalent 


0. 


0 


0.2 


Associate's degree or some college 
without a bachelor's degree 


2. 


7 


5.8 


Graduated from a 4-year college or 
postgraduate study without a degree 


23. 


2 


32.0 


Master's degree 


29 


3 


25.6 


Doctorate or Ph.D. 


24 


0 


17.3 


Law degree 


11 


1 


12.6 


Medical degree 


1 


7 


2.0 


Other 


8 


1 


4.7 



a / Percentages do not add to 100 due to rounding. 

Percentages are based on an estimated 4,270 respondents emoloyed 
as of the end of 1985 and 469 respondents who left SES in 198B. 

b / All percentages in this column are estimates and vary 
*~ by no more than 5.2 percentage points higher or lower 
than the given estimate. 
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These former SES members had considerable experience as 
federal employees. Almost 75 percent of the respondents had 
served for at least 20 years, and 30 percent had 30 or more years 
of federal experience. More respondents joined the federal 
government at the GS-5 level than any other level. Moreover, 
much of their experience had come at the executive (GS-16 or 
above, or SES) level: Thirty-three percent of the respondents 
had held a position at this level for between 5 and 10 years, and 
41 percent had been in an executive position for 10 or more years 
before leaving. As table 111*6 shows, a greater proportion of 
SES members who left in fiscal year 1985 had 30 years or more of 
federal service compared to those employed as of December 31, 
1985. As table III. 7 indicates, the years of fe^ieral executive 
experience of those who left in fiscal year 1985 is roughly 
comparable to the profile of those who were employed as of 
December 31, ir85. 



Table III. 6: 
Years of Federal Service for 
1985 SES Members and SES Members 
Who Left Their Positions in 1985 a / 



Years of federal service b_/ 

Less than 3 years 

3 to less than 5 years 

5 to less than 10 years 

10 to less than 20 years 

20 to less than 30 years 

30 years or more 



Percent of 
1985 SES members c_/ 

0.3 

1.0 

4.0 
32.2 
51.3 
11.1 



Percent of 
SES members who 
left in 1985 

1.3 

0.9 

5.6 

20.3 

42.0 
30.0 



a / Percentages do not add to 100 due to rounding. 

*~ Percentages are based on an estimated 4,284 respondents emDloyed 
as of the end of 1985 and 467 respondents who left SES m 1985. 

hj Excluding military service. 

c / Al 1 percentages in this column are estimates and vary 
by no more, than 6.1 percentage points higher or lower 
than the given estimate. 
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Table III. 7: 
Years of Federal Executive Service for 
1985 SES Members and SES ^feIDbers 
Who Left Their Positions in 1985 a / 



Years of service 

in a federal 
ex ecu t ive posit ion 



Percent of 
1985 SES members b / 



Percent of 
SES members who 
left in 1985 



Less than 1 year 


2.7 




1.3 


1 to less than 3 years 


8.1 




6.0 


3 to less than 5 years 


16.6 




18. 1 


5 to less than 10 years 


38.0 




33.3 


10 to less than 15 years 


22.4 




23.2 


15 to less than 20 years 


8.8 




13.5 


20 years or more 


3.4 




4.5 



a^/ Percentages do not add to 100 due to rounding. 

Percentages are based on an estimated 4,241 respondents eirploved 
as of the end of 1985 and 465 respondents who left SES in 1985. 

All percentages in this column are estimates and vary 
by no more than 5.7 percentage points higher or lower 
than the given estimate. 



These former members of SES appear to have been well- 
qualified by measures other than experience: More than one-half 
of them had received at least one bonus during their SES career, 
and over a third had received two or more bonuses. Moreover, 
42.7 percent of this group had received one or more meritorious 
and d is*- inguished service awards in the course of their SES 
careers . 

Although the written comments obtained from the survey 
suggest that many former SES employees enjoyed their government 
careers, few recommended a similar career to others — 62.9 
percent, or 290 of the respondents said that they would advise or 
strongly advise someone beginning a career to enter the private 
sector rather than the public sector. Only 72 {15.6 percent) of 
the 461 former SES members responding to this question would 
advise or strongly advise public sector work over private sector 
work. 
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(1-6) 




U.S. GENERAL ACCOUNTING Of F ICS 
Survey of Attrttion in the Senior Execut>ve Service 
Former SES Members 



INTRODUCTION 

The U.S. General Accounting Office,^ an agency of 
the Congress, js> reviewing trends In Senior Executive 
Service (SES) attrition am the outlook for future 
retention of its members. The purpose of this 
questionnaire is to gather information on why career 
appointees left SES. It is being sent to all StS 
fnembers who separated during fiscal year 1985. 

Most of the questions can be easily answered by 
checking boxes or filling in blanks. Space has been 
i>rovi<Jed for any additional cor»T»nts at the end of the 
questionnaire. If necessary, add(tional pages may be 
attached. 

^our responses be treated confidentially. 

They will be cocnbined with others and reported only 
in summary form. The questionnaire is numbered only 
to did us in our follow-up efforts and will not be 
used to 'dentify you with your response. We cannot 
develop meaningful information without your frank and 
honest answers. 

The questionnaire should take about 20 minutes to 
complete. If you have questions, please call 
Ms. Mary Lane Rennmger on (202) 275-2982 or 
Ms. Pat Gellatly on (202) 275-5724. 

Please return the completed questionnaire In the 
enclosed pre-addressed envelope within 10 days 9f 
receipt. In the event the envelope Is misplaced, the 
re-t\jrn address is: 

U.S. GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE 
Ms. Mary Lane Rennmger 
Room 3)50 
441 G Street, N.W. 
Washington, O.C. 20548 

Thank you for your help. 



I. G£N£RAL BACKGROUND 

1. What is the highest educational level or degree 
that you have attained? (CHECK ONE) (7 

1. 1 High school graduate or equivalent 

2. 27 Some college without a degree 

3. 67 (graduated from a 4-year college 

4. Postgraduate stuoy without a degree 

5. Master's degree 

6. ^ ^ Doctor ate/Ph.D. 

7. Law degree 

8. ^Medical degree 

9. 2 2 Other , please specify 

0 No Answer 

2. How man, years was your total federal service 
(excluding military service)? (CHECK ONE) (8 



1. 6_ Less than 3 years 

2. ^ 3 to less than 5 years 

3. 2^ 5 to less than 10 veal's 

4. 10 to less than 20 years 

5. 20 to (ess than 30 years 

6. 30 years or more 



2 N'o Answer 
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3» How many years of active duty military service. If 
any, did you serve? (IF NONE, ENTER "0") 

Range years (9-)0) 

Mean 5>7 years 
(YEARS SERVICE) 



4. What was your grade or ES level when you joined 
the federal government? 
Range GS l-'S Range ES 1-8 (11-13) 
Mean GS 9 or Mean ES 4.6 



{(SRADE LEVEL) 



(ES LEVEL) 



5. Of the following occupational categories, which 
best describes your overall background (based on 
your education, training, and skills) prior to 
entering S£S? (CHECK Ofi£) 

(14-15) 

1. 30 Accounting, budgeting, or finance 

2. 9 1- Admini strati ve/Manager I a I 

3. Business 

4. Engineering or architecture 

5. Investigations 
53 



10. 



7 

13 
9 

59 
26 

47 



Legal 
Math or statistics 
Medical sciences 

Personnel manageo»nt or industrial 
re I at ions 



Physical sciences 

Social science, econcnlcs, psychology or 
social we I fare 

Other, please specify 



5 No Answer 



1 1 . SES EXPgRIEN'CE 

6. How many years were you m >n executive 

position in the federal government (SES and 
GS-16, 17, 18 Of equivalent)? (ChECK ONE) 

(16) 

1 . 6 Less than 1 year 

2. 28 1 to less than 3 years 

3. 8^ 3 to 'ess than 5 years 

4. ^55 5 to less than 10 years 

5. 108 10 to less than 15 years 
15 to less than 20 years 



63 



7. ^ 1 20 years or more 



4 No Answer 
7. Which of the following best describes the way 

you separated from your SES position? (CHECK 

ONE) 

(17) 



I. 24 7 Retirement: opti 



^ CONT I mt ) 



2. 28 Retirement: early 

out due to Rlf or job 
abol ishment 

3. Retirement: early out 
to avoid geographic 
reass i gnment 

4 . ^ Ret I rement : d i sab i 1 i ty 
Q 1 

5. ^ ' Res ignation 

6. ^ Separation tn RIF or 

jot abol I shment 

7. 35 Retreat ro GS-15 

Pos 1 1 ton 

8. 2 1 Other, please specfy 



4 No Answer 



_(SKIP TO 
QUESTION 9) 
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8. How long after you became eligible to retire did 
you leave your position in SES? (CHECK ONE) 

(18) 

1 • 26 {mmedl atel y 



2. 28 Less than 6 months 
3« ^ 6 5 months to less than 1 year 
1 to less than 3 years 
3 to less than 6 years 



28 



6 years or more 
2 No Answer 
9. When you left your position with the federal 
government, approximately how much annual leave 
and sick leave did you have? (ENTER NUMBERS IN 
ONE OF THE fOLLOWING: I) HOURS OR 2) DAYS OR 
3) NCNTHS,) 

Did not use this question 
Accumul ated 



Annual 
Leav**" 



Sick 
Leave 



Hours 



2. Days 



3. Months 



4, Don't know 



10. How old were you whan you left your SES 
position? (CHECK ONE) 



) . 
2. 
3. 
4, 
5, 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 



' Less than 35 years old 
i8 35 to less than 40 years old 
^ ^ 40 to less than 45 years old 



56 



79 



150 



39 



47 



31 



45 to loss than 50 years old 



50 to loss than 55 years old 



55 to less thar, 60 years old 



60 to less than 62 years old 



62 to loss than 65 years old 



65 years old or over 



(19-26) 



(27-34) 



(35-40) 



(41-42) 



(43) 



11. In what federal agency did you hold your las* 
SES position? (44-4= 

See Appendix V 

I AGENCY) 

12. What was your £S level when you left SES^ 

Did not use this question 
(ES LEVEL) 



(46 



13. Of the following occupational categories, 

which one best describes the work you did m 
your last SES position? (CHECK ONE) (47-48 



1 . 
2. 
3. 
4. 

5. 
6. 
7. 



^ ^ Account ing , budgeting, or finance 
9 A 7 

AOmin I strat i ve/Manager i al 
8 o 

Business 

A9 



Englnooring or architecture 



13 



Investigations 



38 



Legal 

Math or Stat I st ics 
Madical sciences 

Personnel manage<T)ent or industrial 
rel at ions 



Physical sciences 



' ' Soc I a I science, economics, psycholog 
or soc I al <*ol fare 

38 

Other, please specify 

3 No Answer 



14, What was the geographical location of your 

last SES position? (CHECK ONE) (49 



1 , 



33A 



Washington, 0,C. metropolitan a'-ea 

2. i 30 Other , please spoci fy 

5 No Answer 



3 No Answer 
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15. Since the Inception of SES m 1979, how many 
S£S bonuses, if any, did you receive In your 



SES career? (CHECK ONE) 



(50) 



K 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 



202 None 

1 bonus 
^0 2 bonuses 

TO 

3 bonuses 

25 

4 bonuses 
^ ' 5 bonuses 



6 or more bonuses 

2 No Answer 
16. How many meritorious and distinguished service 
awards. If any, did you receive in your SES 
career? (CHECK ONE) (5] ) 

1 . 266 None 

2. 120 ] award 



55 



10 



13 



2 awards 



3 awards 



More than 3 awards 

5 No Answer 
I. POST-SES EXPERIENCE 

17. After leaving SES, did you take another paid 
position? (CHECK ONE) (52) 

^20 Yes (CONTINUE) 

2. 1^9 No (SKIP TO QUESTION 30) 

0 No Answer 



NOTE: QUESTIONS '8 THROUGH 29 REFER TO THE FIRST 
POSITION YOU TOOK AFTER LEAVI^>G SES. IF YOU TOOK MORE 
THAN CNE POSITION AT THAT TIME, PLEASE ANSWER QUESTIONS 
18 THROUGH 29 FOR YOUR MQST HIGHLY PAIO POSITION (I.E., 
BASE SALARY PLUS BENEFITS). 00 NOT INCLUDE UNPAID 
VOLUNTEER WORK. 



18. Did you seek this new position, or were you 
recruited for it? (CHECK ONE) (53) 

). 1 38 <^ouqht the position 

2. 1 34 was ecruited for the position 

19. Were you ^ c^n^K^rlcf se I f -employed m this new 
position? (CHECK ONE) (54) 

1. 102_ Yes 

2. 2^ ^ 

4 No Answer 

20. Was this position full-time or part-time? (CHECK 
ONE) (55, 

24 1 I I -t imf? (i.e., 32 or more hours per 
woek ) 

2* 76 Part-time vi.e., less than 32 hours per 
week) 
3 No Answer 

21. Was this a permanent or temporary position? 
(CHECK ONE) (56) 

1 • 258 Permanent 

2. 57 Temporary 

5 No Answer 

22» Which of the following best deocri^es the 

employement area of your new position'^ (CmECK 
ONE) (57) 

1 • ^ ^ Academi a 

2' l£A business or industry 



82 



ConSu I t 1 ng 



4. Federal government 



22 



Non-profit organ 1 zat i :5n 



'~ Lobby, ng organization 
State or local government 



29 



Other, please specify 



3 Nn An Qupr_ 
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23. Which of the following occupational categories 
best describes your new position? (CHECK ONE) 

(58-59) 

t. 12 Accounting, budgeting, or finance 

2. 75 Adml ni strat j ve/Manager I at 

3. 30 Business 

4. 55 Engineering or Architecture 

5. 10 Investigations 

6. 38 Legal 

7. ^ Math or statistics 

8. 7^ Medical sciences 

9- 6^ Personnel management or industrial 

rel at ions 

10. Physical sciences 

II- J 1 Soc<a' science, economics, psychology 
or social welfare 

12. Other, please specify 

2 No Answer 



24. Did your initial base salary Increase, decrease, 
or remain about the same In your new position as 
compared with your S£S salary? (CHECK ONE) 

(60) 



1. >54 Increased 



1- 



(CONTINUE) 



3. Remained about tne same. 

4 No Answer 



, (SKIP TO 
(;>UESTI0N 26.) 



25. By approximately what amount (jid your base 
salary change from your SES salary^ (CHECK 
ONE) :6 

1 . 12 Less than $1 ,000 

2. 20 $1 ,000 to less than $3,000 

3. 8^ $3,000 to less th.n $5,000 

4. 25 $5,000 to less than $10,000 

5. 6^ $10,000 to less than $20,000 

6. $20,000 to less than $30,000 

7. $30,000 to less than $40,000 

8. ^ ^ $40,000 to less than S50,000 



36 



$50,000 or more 



2 No Answer 
26. Overall, did the value of your benefits (e.g. 

life Insurance, pension, etc.) increase, 

decrease or remain about the same m that 

position? (CHECK ONE) (6: 

1. 135 Increased (CONTINUE) 



2. 64 Decreased 

3. 109 Remained about 

the same 

4. 7 Don't know 



_ (SKjO TO 

QUESTION 28) 



5 No Answer 
27. Which benefits increased m that new 
position? (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY) 

1. 8^ Retirement 

2. L I fe I nsurance 

3. 0 Medtcal insurance 
A. 24 



25 
98 
4 7 



Annual leave 
S(ck leave 
Expense accoun* 
Other-, pieas*^ specify 



(63 
(6' 
6 

(6t 

1 6^ 
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28. Overall, did othor conditions (o.g., office 
space, veh»cles, parking, etc.) «mprove, 
worsen, or remain about the some in that new 
position? (CHECK ONE) (70) 

1. Greatly worsened 

2. 3^ Worsened 

3. J ^5 Remained about the same 



4. 



67 



Improved 



5. 87 (greatly Improved 
7 No Answer 
29. Are you stilt m that position? (CHECK Or^E) 

(71 ) 

1. 282 Yes 

2. 28 No 

10 No Answer 

(CONTINUE) 
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V. REASONS FOR LEAVING 

30. Listed below ore o nuober of spec i f >C pOSS tt? le reasons for resigning or retir ng f-om SES Mow Tioo^*3nt- : 

unimportart was each of the following tn your decision to leave SES^ (CHECK ONE BOX in EACH ROW, iT not 
WL I CABLE, CHECK BOX 6, N/A) 




(Check "N/A" if you did not retire) 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


Oesire to retire (i.e., take things a 
little eas ler ) 


122 


52 


53 


35 


38 


158 


Oesire to avoid proposed revisions which 
could decrease retfrer«nt benefits 


102 


63 


U 1 


49 


56 


\UU 


Oesire to take advantage of retir,>ment 
Cost-of- 1 1 V 1 ng increases 


200 




19 


9 


8 


\1U 


Solary/Booof Its/Job Soctirlty 














Salary not adequate 


157 


61 


63 


54 


49 


lu 


Fringe benefits -^ot adequate 


201 


65 


55 


33 


id 


85 


Lack of J ot> secur i ty 


308 


21 


23 


10 


7 


90 


Desire to o&tfl.n social security coverage 


293 


38 


IS 


3 


6 


102 


SES Bonus^s/Avero'j 












Too few bonuses available 


136 


67 


67 


68 


7 i 


-9 


jnfac d 1 s*'" 1 but ion of bonuses 
(e.g., favorit.sm) 


133 


uu 


62 


^36 


103 


S3 


Too few ^anK awards available 


17 1 


57 






36 


39 


Unfair distribution of rank awards 
( e.g. , f avor 1 1 1 sn) 


161 


^2 


30 


32 


I 

91 


! 

1 - i 



(7)11 



(8) 14 



(IQ] 



{in 



M2) 



I I 



10 
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(Question 30 con*,nueo - !nc>ortonce cf spec.f.c reasons for lee.^Ag SES) 



12. 
13. 
U. 
15. 
J6. 
17. 

18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 






1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


Jot) required too much work 


305 


29 


20 


7 


6 


9J 


Jot) required too little work 


235 


lo 


9 


U 


13 


172 


Jot) created too much stress 


216 


52 


56 


32 


29 


76 


Job reQu 1 red too much tr ave 1 


306 


26 


16 




0 


108 


JoD rec)ui'"ed too little travel 


304 


8 


9 


1 


0 


i j7 


Job required +oo many hours 


289 


39 


23 


12 


9 


b« 


Job Cootoot 












Job was too Challenging 


312 


7 




2 


S 


I3U 


Job was not challenging enough 


188 


28 


38 


29 




138 


Job was not r^eaningful enough 


186 


2i. 


28 


^7 




12 3 


Job required too much time for 
admm 1 strot ' duties 


203 


00 




33 






Asslgnaonts/MatI 1 ity 








1 


OeS"-ed assignn^nt not available 


2 13 


\j 


! 




.""^ 


Desfed geographic reass i gnrnent not 
ava ■ 1 at) 1 e 


238 


! ! 


L 

1 


r — r 

1 , ' 
^ 1 ! 




Desi''e *o evo-c geogr^ph c reassignment 


228 


! i 


> 


u i 

! 


Des-''e *c s^/':: c reass ' gnr^ent *tthin r»ie 
sd«T>e geo^rfiphica' a'-ea 




- I ' M ■ 

} i . 1 ' 



M8) ^ 



(19) JQ 



2?' 



2^1 



(24 ) 



10 



9 



o3 
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(Quest ton 3C co'^'iiurd - ir^o-'Tance spectt^c re«so'>$ *or lefiv.ng StS' 




32. 
33. 
34. 
35. 



36. 
3". 

3d. 
39. 



Rcsourcos 


1 


2 


3 


4 1 5 

1 


6 


Too 'ItTte funOing ovatlo^ie for 


209 


57 


52 


29 


16 


100 


Staffing level too low to occonpiis^i iot> 


136 


71 


63 


4 3 


M 1 


86 


Equipr^ont prov.deO moOequotrt to 
sccofflpi 1 sh J Ob 




58 


43 


16 


10 




^©sources, ai located improperly 


16 i 


53 


57 


49 


40 


100 


Oi ssot 1 sf act ton *tth the phys-cot i^otk 
ef> V I ronoent 


234 


4 1 


38 


17 




1 1 7 


Agency Staff 










0 1 ssat i s f act ion with th^ ^o''^ of 
Suboro 1 '^c'tf staff 


26t> 


33 


1 

U 


! V, 




1 ^ / 


Oissat i ,f oc* lon *,th co--orKe''s 


26^ 


33 




8 


8 


130 


0 ssat 1 s t act ton ^ith supervrS'-' 


158 


37 


^ 3 




78 


10- 


j.ssat*sfact.on - ■ tn top monogemon* 


1 13 


-0 




.6 1 




j 

5 1 


0 bsat < s* jc* 'OO M th political 
appoi '>t^Hs 


13o 

1 


3- 




— I 

! 


1 Ic 1 


! 


A^oocy HonogoenMit ProctIc©j 


i 


'oo t'jci pC'itico' interference 


i58 




33 ! )^ ! ; ' 

1 1 ,1 


- ssat .sfact lon « •^ genera' age'^Cy 


•1)9 i 
! 




— i 


1 i 1 

; \ 


- s>a* 1 s* ac t r M d^e'^cy •^o'^a'^e^'^ • 

*c T^anage ^ ?G as sa* * i • ' ! 


— 1- 


I 






^ ssa* s*sc* D*^ M ccwj'^ cato'^s n 
tie age^c^ 




1 


— — ' u ^ 

' ' t 



9 

34 1 8 
35^ 9 



1 1 



'38^ lO 
;39 ^ 

4 : J 



•1. 3 
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40. rruS^'"oTion wtTh DureOuc^'OCy 
( d<jni' n I s trot I ve/bureoucrot i c 



•o^'^ers Dy press, po''tiC'ons, or 

42* Concern coou^ proviS'Ons i Ethics- ^n- 
Governnent t^ct anfl/or Oisciosure 
requ «-e«>enTs 

43* ^frustration with propcscO 9^6 OCtu«i 
Chong«<: to compe'^sot i on (i.©., poy, 
ret t roriertt , etc.) 



Porsonol Oovolopoont/Gcol s/txpoctot Ions 

44. Oppor t jn r ? les tor career (3evelopf!>©nt 
..e., ^row rg r^rowg*^ jOt> were 
'^edeqjotr? 

4^1. '^ppcr'^^n t (?s *>r career ac3v oncer^ent 
.e., 5^<*'' eve! respons'bi i -ty) 
-e''e '^c<:e'3u«*« 

4c?. Pe-'so'^o' ;oe''> i'^C voiwe^ 3 f^ereo trom 

4^. ^-oe, 3t> t »js, -^'erests C i 

''eGJ 'cfl 

46. .CP - : -^c* "^ee* •?«pec'fit :>rs 

4-*. ^'ecJ 5^6 s ' '"^e pos ^ <5'^c3 

::es 'ec -i .^c^ze 
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(Question 30 continued - Importance of specific reasons leaving SES) 






I 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 




Personal concerns not related to work 
(e.g., health, spouse's career, etc.) 


223 


kl 


28 


26 


26 


1 16 


(56) ^ 


Economic conditions favored finding a 
new Job 


2 13 


26 


36 


37 


23 


123 


(57)^ 


Personal career plans changed 


208 


34 


36 


30 


25 


126 


(58)10 


Desire to goograpM cal 1 y relocate 


Ikl 


18 


17 


10 


21 


150 


(59)] I 


Was asked to leavt/forced out 


185 


3 


6 


7 


29 


226 


(60)13 


Other, please specify 


6 




3 




79 


22 


355 












(61 ) 
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31. The following chart sjttmari:es tne reasons for leaving SES ycj have jjst considered. Ho* important or 

un iiTtportant was each of the following categories m yojr decision to leave SES? (CHECK ONE BOX IN EACH ROW) 




lioportonce In Dec is too to Leave 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


My personal desire to retire 


93 


5 i 


A8 


66 




1 19 


Overall dissatisfaction with salary and 
benef 1 ts 


163 


68 


63 


53 


50 


63 


Overall di ssat i sf ;c1 i on wirh SES bonuses 
and awards 


120 


81 


72 


60 


79 


49 


Overall dissatisfaction with the job 
defliands 


250 


56 


27 


27 


20 


79 


Overall dissatisfaction with job content 


232 




30 


35 


32 


8b 


Overall dissatisfaction with job 
ass 1 gnnents/mob i 1 i ty 


257 


29 


19 


28 


25 


99 


Overall dissatisfaction with resources 
provided to accomplish job 


172 


76 


6A 


42 


30 


75 


Overall dissatisfaction with agency staff 


189 


66 


52 


45 


23 


80 


Overall dissatisfaction with agency 
management practices 


1 19 


63 


58 


64 


92 


60 


Overall dissatisfaction with government 
emp I oyment 


169 


59 


63 


49 




73 


OveraM d 1 ssat 1 sf act 1 on w 1 th 
opportunities for personal and career 
Oeve 1 opment 


186 


65 


43 


^9 


4 0 


73 


Cve'"ai 1 d ' ssat t s f dct ) on w uncertam^/ 
of ^•j*jre compensation levels 


163 


64 


53 









(62) 10 
9 

(63) 



(64) 

(65) 
(66) 

(67) 

(68) 

(69) 14 

(70) 13 

10 



10 

10 

12 

10 



13 



r2) 
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'J/ » 

52. Consider the reasons <n question 31 for *hich you answered "great moortance" or "ve-/ 5-8^^ '^Dor*3n_e'*. if 
any of those reasons had changed to your sat t sf act 1 on , ^ou'd you nave stayed 1^ /c^r $ES :)csi*on^ ^C^E^K ONE 
BOX IN EACH ROW IN WHICH.YOU CHECKED 'WAT ! Sf^ORTANCE'* OR^VERr GREAT iMPORTASCE" -N OUES'lON 3M 




10. 



12. 





Overall dissatisfaction with salary and 
benef its 


22 


53 


20 


4 


0 




Overall dissatisfaction with SES bonuses 
and awards 


21 


73 


24 


14 


2 




Overall dissatisfaction with the job 
deniands 


] 1 


19 


9 


4 


2 




Overall dissatisfaction with job content 


22 


23 


9 


10 


0 




Overall dissatisfaction with job 
assignments/mobi 1 ity 


25 


17 


4 


3 


2 




Overall dissatisfaction with resources 
provided to accomplish job 


12 


30 


14 


7 


2 




Overall dissatisfaction with agency staff 


22 


21 


9 


12 


0 


1 


Overall dissatisfaction with agency 
flianage<T>ent practices 


60 


61 


1 1 


13 


1 


1 


Overall dissatisfaction with government 
employment 


30 


35 


16 


6 


6 


1 i 

1 ! 
1 1 


Overall dissatisfaction with 
opportunities for personal and career 
deve lopment 


29 


36 


1 1 


5 


3 ! 


! 


Overall dissatisfaction with uncertainty 
of future compensation 'eveis 


23 


5^ 


18 




i 

3 j 


1 i 



i8) 



(9; 2 
(10) 3 
2 

"3^ 4 
10 
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33. Overall, would you advise someone beginning 
^ career to go into the puDiic or private 
sector? (CHECK ONE) ( 18) 

1. 1_9 Strongly advise t^e public sector over 

the pr I vate sector 

2* Advi se the public sector over the 

private sector 

3. 99 UndecJded 



4. 



5. 



158 



Advise the private sector over the 
pub! ic sector 



!32 



Strongly advise the private sector over 



the pub I i c sector 
8 No Answer 



34. If you have any additional cocrr^nts regarding any 

previous question or general comments concerning your 
enplovT^ent m SES, please use the space provided 
below. If necessary, use additional sheets. 



(19) 



251 had commencs 



2 18 had no comments 



Thank /ou fo** your help! 
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AVERAGE NUMBER OP SES MEMBERS, NUMBER OP 


SES ME31BERS 




WHO LEFT, AND NUMBER OF QUESTIONNAIRE 






RESPONDENTS BY AGESJCY 


- FISCAL YEAR 


1985 








Average 


Number of SES 






number of 


members v^o 


Number 


Agaicy 


SES msTJbers^ 


separated 


responde 


Arms Control and Disamament Agency 


18.0 




2 


1 


Board for International Broadcasting 


3.5 




1 


1 


Ccnroodity Futures Trading Carmission 


17.5 




2 


2 


Department of Agriculture 


279.5 




28 


19 


Department of Comierce 


370.5 




34 


27 


Office of the Secretary of Defense 


333.0 




36 


32 


Department of the Air Force 


192.0 




14 


8 


Department of the Army 


326.5 




34 


23 


Department of the Navy 


408.5 




38 


33 


Department of Education 


42.5 




6 


5 


Department of Energy 


387.0 




37 


30 


Department of Health and Human Services 


482.0 




48 


33 


Department of Housing and Urban 








Development 


79.5 




4 


3 


Department of the Interior 


222.0 




24 


19 


Department of Justice 


208.5 




17 


13 


Department of Labor 


140.0 




17 


7 


Department of State 


79.0 




4 


2 


Department of Transportation 


304.5 




31 


25 


Department of the Treasury 


486.5 




57 


42 


Environmental Protection Agency 


206.5 




9 


8 


Eqxjal Employment Op^rtunity Commission 


35.5 




2 


2 


Executive Office of the President 


15.0 




4 


2 


Farm Credit Administration 


11.0 




1 


0 


Federal Cotmunications Commission 


32.0 




3 


1 


Federal Bnergency Management Agency 


42.5 




9 


8 


Federal Energy Regulatory Caimission 


33.5 




4 


3 


Federal Hate Loan Bank Board 


7.5 




2 


1 


Federal Labor Relations Authority 


16.5 




? 


2 


Federal Maritime Ccimiission 


7.0 




2 


1 


Federal Trade Coimission 


22.5 




3 


3 


General Services Administration 


99.5 




9 


8 


International Development Cooperation 








Agency 


31.5 




2 


1 


International Trade Carmission 


7.0 




2 


2 


Interstate Ccxrmerce COTmission 


26.5 




2 


1 


Merit Systatis Protectioi Board 


15.0 




2 


1 


National Aeronautics and Space 










Administration 


426.0 




49 


43 



43 
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AVERAGE NUMBER OF SES MEMBER, NUMBER OF SES MEMBERS 
mo lEFT, AND MEMBER OF QUESTIONNAIRE 
RESPONDENTS BY AGLNCY - FISCAL YEAR 1985 



Agancy 



Averse 
number of 
SES members^ 



Number of SES 
members v*kd 
separated 



NuiriDer of 
respondents 



National Archives and Records 

Administration 
National Capital Planning Comnission 
National Credit Union Administration 
National Endownent for the Humanities 
National Labor Relations Board 
National Science Foundation 
National Transportation Safety Board 
Nuclear Regulatory Conmission 
Office of Management and Budget 
Office of Personnel Management 
Railroad Retirement Board 
Securities and Exchange Commission 
Shall Business Administration 
Veterans Administration 



8.0 
4.5 
9.0 
2.5 
55.0 
93.5 
8.5 
200.5 
66.0 
44.0 
8.5 
43.0 
31.5 
129.5 



1 


1 


1 


1 


2 


2 


2 


2 


4 


2 


5 


2 


1 


1 


17 


12 


6 


6 


7 


5 


1 


1 


4 


2 


7 


6 


16 


14 



^Average calculated using 01^ data on the nunfcer of filled career SES positions as of 
Septonber 30, lo34 and Septanber 30, 1985. 



(966282) 
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Requests for copies of gao reports should be sent to: 

U.S. General Accounting Office 
Post Office Box 6015 
Gaithersburg, Maryland 20877 

Telephone 202-275-6241 

The first five copies of each report are free. Additional copies are 
$2.00 each. 

There is a 25% discount on orders for 100 or more copies mailed to a 
single address. 

Orders must be prepaid by cash or by check or money order made oi t to 
the Superintendent of Documents. 
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